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TRANSMrrTAL L/,-l'l'_

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act requires that at least once every three years the
states of the Colorado River Basin review water quality standards relating tothe salim'_ of the
waters of the Colorado River. The states collectively initiate this review under the auspices of
the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum and prepare a pwlx)sed report and, after
holding public meetings, prepare a supplemental report.

Upon the Forum's adoption of these two reports, they are transmitted to the individual
states fo r their own independ_t action. The following is an example .copy of the transmittal
letter to the Governor of the State of Arizona. Following this letter is a listing of the Governors
in each of the other six Colorado River Basin states who will receive identi/_l letters.



December 4, 1996

Honorable Fife Symington
Governor of Arizona
Statehouse
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Governor Symington:

Enclosed is a cow/of the Re_n't on the 1996 Review. Wnter Oualitv Standards for Salinity.
_, app/oved on June 6, 1996 by the seven-sta/e Colorado River Basin
Salinity Control Forum.

Subsequent to the June app.royal, two regional public meetings were held to provide an
opportunity for those who desired to present comments or sugge,mons on me reign:,, }'ne
meetings were held on September 4, 1996 in Phoenix, Arizona, and on Septemver v, l_w,jom
Salt Lake City, Utah.

Also enclosed is a copy of the Forum's Supplemental Re.pot} which includes modifications w.
the June report based on comments and suggestions received. The supplement was appwv.ed
by the Forum on October 23, 1996. The June report and the October supplement constitute me
1996 Review of the water quality standards for/alinity of the Colorado River system.

Section 303(c)(1) of the Clean Water Act requires:

TheGovernorof a Stateor the State waterpollution controla_e .nc_of.such State
shallfrom time to time (butat least once each three-yearperiOdbeginning with
the date of enactmentof the Federal WaterPollution ControlAct Amendmentsof
1972) holdpublic hearingsfor the purpose of reviewfng applicable water qualfty
standards and, as appropriate, -mbdt_ingand adopting standards. Results Of
such review shall be available to the Administrator.

The enclosed repon and supplement recommend no change in the numeric criteria for salinity,
but reflect changes in the phn of implementation previously adopted by the Forum. The Forum
urges that each state's water quality control agency adopt the 1996 Review as appropriate, thus
preserving the basinwide approach to salinity control developed by the Basin states over the last
24 years. The Forum urges your state to take prompt action in adopting this review.

Sincerely,

W'flliam G. Miller
Chairman

enclosure

cc: Arizona Forum Members



Identical transmittalletter to be sent to each of thefollowing:
!

Honorable Pete Wilson
Governor of Cal/fornia
State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814

Honorable Roy Romer
Governor of Colorado
Sate Capitol
Denver, CO 80203

Honorable Robert Miller
Governor of Nevada
State Capitol
Carson City, NV 89701

Honorable Gary Johnson
Governor of New Mexico
State Capitol
Santa Fe, NM 87503

Honorable Mike Leavitt
Governor of Utah
State Capitol
Salt Lake City, UT 84114

Honorable Jim Geringer
Governor of Wyoming
State Capitol
Cheyenne, WY 82002



INTRODUCTION

The ....
· e

on _..ber 4, 1996, and in Salt Lak_ City, Utah on September 5, 1996. Written
comments rece:ved by September 5, 1996 were also acceptS. This supplement also includes
the correction of typographical errors or deletions. All comments or statements received are
presented.



STATEMENTS, CO_, AND FORUM RESPONSES



Fo_tm R_"l_

At the two public meetings and through co ._den_, the Forum received advice and
comment from a number of org/nizations that are listed as wuows:

Xmpedai!rrig DisuictOW_)
MetropoU_ Water District of Southern Califm
U.S. Envimnm_tal Protection Agency
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
U.S. _ent of Agriculture
U.S. Bureau of Recladu_on
Utah Division of Water Resources
Utah Board of Water Resources

Some of those entities providing written comment also provided oral c?mme_, tary at _e
two meetings. In attendance at the Salt Lake meeting, representing the mmmg mdustry_m
southwestern Wyoming was Wes Nash with the Southwest Wyoming Industri_. A_fion. He
did not make formal comment but asked several questions that were answered to his satisfaction
at the meeting. The Forum finds that all of the t/stimony was in support of the salinity control
program. The Forum is appreciative of the expressi'on of support and the confirmation given
concerning the proposed ad6l?tion of the .1996Revi .ew. The F0_'um fro.ds it is not n._ to
comment m. this supplemental, report on. me supportive comments maoe. lney are incmoea as
a part of this section of the report for reformat/on purposes.

Michael J. Clinton, the Csen_ Manager of the HD, appeared t the Phoenix meeting,
provided the Forum with written commentary, and provided_ thoughts o .raily at the
meeting. The Forum finds that the lid and Mr. Clinton's comments are s .Uppomveof the

writtensalinity control program and the adoption of the 1996 Review. However, in testimony
and in oral temmony, four issues were raised that the Forum wishes tO_respond to in fids
supplemental report. The Forum appreciates the support of the HD. The four issues raised are
capsulized in the following statements:

1. The RD believes that the report indicates that if there had been average hydrology over
the last decade, the salinity_in the river today would exceed the numeric criteria. Hence,
there has not been an implementation of salinity control measures at a pace fast enough
to offset man-caused influences since 1972. With this premise,the lID urges the Salinity
Control Forum to work for the acceleration of the implementation of salinity control
strategies identified in the 1996 Review.

2. The KD commented that water demands have now reached a point where they, at times,
equal or exceed supply in the Colorado River drainage, and that further, some water
quality strategies a/-e related to water quantity issues. The HD finds that the operation
of the Yuma De.salting Plant is of this nature anti believes that Reclamation should be in
a position to place the Yuma Desall_g Plant in full operation in FY 98. The HI)
requests that the Forum also support the operation of the plant in FY 98.

3. .The ]/D notes that weather modification has been investigated in the past and it has been
iaentifi_ that there can be bo_ water supply and water quality benefits from an
'_mctmsed water supply brought about by weather modification. The lid requests the
l_orum, to again consider'.mcluding the option of weather modification in an adopted plan
or implementation for salinity control.

4. The HI) believes that the reports used concerning the damag,es caused by salinity in the
Colorado River Basin are old and outdated. They believe tlmt damages are greater than
stated in the reports. The RD urges the Forum to work with Reclmnation in updating
the damage numbers.



The Forum offers the following _ to the four issues brou_h.t to the Forum by theHD. First, the Forum does __ze for the first time in me history of the triennial
reviews, the 1996 Review does indicate that with the long-term mean water supply in the system
rather than the actual experienced inflows, flow-adjus_ salinity concentrations in me river
system presently exceed the numeric criteria. The Forum believes the plan of implementation
set forth in this report is intended to maintain salinity concentrations at _e nume_i'.c crit_
levels through the year 2015, ass _.uminglong-term average hyd?logy. The _.orum .oeu.eves ttlat
the plan of implementation as 'outlined in this relXm provloes lot lmpiem_un_ sahmty.con. _l
measures as fast as reasonably anticitmed funding can be obtained from l-eaerm approprmuons.
However, the Forum recognizes that in the near term there appears to be a shortfall (Table 2-4,
1996 Review) of 418,200 tons per year of existing salini_ control..To as_st in eliminating this
shortfall, the Forum will recommend that Reclamation u '_ize cost sharing from the Basin funds
to supple!nen,t Federal appropr_s. The Forum will be constantly moni .t_._..the ra_. of
program implementation,-formally revie_g this issue every three yea_.. ,. ano. wm. oe. lo?]an.g
for Cost_ff_ ways to ac_ler_ m.epmgr_ so '.hatobserved sali_ni_'ty)eeev_wm .?e.m
compliance with the iidopted water quality standards. The Forum notes tlmt m me past, it nas
urged a more aggressive program than has been funded by the Federal _overnment for the
portion of the program the Federal government has the respohs!bility to implement under Public
Law 93-320 as amended (Salinity Control Act). On ..Page 1-5, T_le 1-1 of the 1996 Renew
report indicates that for the last three fiscal years, with one exception, Fed.eral appr.opnations
for Reclamation, BLM and Agriculture have not equalled the Forum-identified funding neeo.
Past inadequate Federal funding p.la_ the program. in the position it is in today. The Forum
has consistently urged the Administration and the Con .gress for funding levels adequate to
implement the plan of implementation and has .pointed out U__tdeferr_, g funding until later years
only adds to the ultimate cost of maintaining me water quality stanoams.

Secondly, the Forum is aware that the non-operati'o_nalstatus of the Yuma De_ting P.l_..t
results in Reclaination bypassing the Welton Mohawk drain water to the Gulf of Califonua wi.th
a resulting loss of water supply to the Colorado River Basin users. However, water..sUpl_ly
issues are addressed by the states and the Federal government in meetings specifically callea xor
this purpose by representatives assigned by their governments to represent them on these water
supply matters. Forum members, _g within the capacity of their appointments to me
Forum, do not represent the states with respect to water supply ` issues. Fu/'ther, water qua!i'ty
issues that arise between the United States and the Republic of Mexico are not a part of Title
II of the Salinity Control Act, and those issues with respect to the states' concerns are not
formally` assigned by their States to the appointed Forum members. The Forum has not felt it
appropriate to take formal positions concerning what has been termed Title I activities under the
Salinity Control Act. The Forum and its membership, however, are most interestea in. an
appropriate resolution of water quality issues at the border. The Forum, from time to time, tins
pi-ovided Reclamation and the Intem_onal Boundary and Water Commission an opportunity to
converse with representatives of the Basin states at Forum meetings. Further, the Forum has
gone on record urging Reclamation to invite state-designated participants to comprehensive
sessions held by Reclamation to discuss Options with respect to the _fion of the Yuma
Desalting Plant. The Forum and its members continue to urge Reclamation to convene such
meetings and ensure appropriate participation by the Basin states and affected water users.

Thirdly, the Forum recognizes that cloud-seeding and other precipitation augmentation
programs have the potential to provide additional water supply at times, and studies have
indicated that cloud-seeding may result in reduced salt concentrations in the Colorado River
system. The Forum, however, believes that this precipitation management issue is of primary
.concern to the United States as it migllt address ways to replace water that has been committed
by the Congress, and of concern to the Basin states' representatives assigned by their governors
to address water supply issues. If the subject ot precipitation _ement were to be actively
discussed by the Federal government and/or state representatives as.si.'t,ned to examine water
supply issues, the Forum would become actively involved in examining options that would
reduce salinity concentrations in the Colorado River system.
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Lastly, the Forum recognizes that the studies used to estimate damages are somewi_t
outdat_ andthat the current Values being used most -hkr.ly underestimate the nctu_ damages
nttribut_le to salini''_ coneentr_i'_ in Colorado Riv_' wat_. The Forum has urged
REclamation to _ its economic clamageestimates. In fact, Reclamation nlrmdy has studies
underway, nnd the Forum looks forward to reviewing the findings and will share them with RD.



. MP[PAL gallINDgTftIgl
September 3, 1996

Mr. h_k _ Bam_
E.xectr6vcDirector

Coiora_ River Basin SadinityCornel Forum
106 West 500 South, Suite 101

Bo_ Utah 84010

Subjecti _-1996 Review of WaterQualityStandardsfor Salinity, Colorado River System

The Imperial Irrigation District {liD) has examined the 1996 Review of Water Quality Standardsfor Saliraty,
Colorado River System (Review), dated June 1996, and appreciates being given the oppommity to _ on
this _. As the most southerly user of Colorado River xxaters xxithin the United States, the lid is a
primary benefi_ of Colorado River salinity control measures and sineetdy supports the efforts of the
Colorado River Basin Salinity C.ontrol Forum (Forum). The IID concurs with the gma-al m:_'nendafiom sa
forth in this Rev/ew, and supports the salinity control measures the Forum has advix:ated to achieve current and
future standards. At this time, the lid also continues to endorse the existing numeric Colorado River salinity

critem and encourages the attainmem of these target levels.

However, ,'tsthe largest and most do__ user of Colorado River waters in both California and the Low_
Basin, it is imperative to fig RD that the salinity control programs noted in this Rev/ew not only be implmmmxl,

but placed on an accelerated schedule as well. The lid and its agricultural users continue to be damaged due to
the increasing salinity of the Colorado River, both by economic losses and the requirement to use more water to
sustain an acceptable salt _!ance. ffthe current scheduling of planned projects is not expedi_._ likel_ of
failing to meet targeted salinity standards becomes not only a danger, but a reality. According to this Rev/ew,
when exit, lng obserwd sadinity l¢'vels arc acljust_ to reflect the full impact of the currcm !ex,el of v,_tter
development within the basin 0ong-tenn mean xxater supply), these adjusted salinity concentrations exceed the

Forum's numeric criteria at all three measurement stations. Of particular concern to the lID are the salinity levels
at Imperial Dam (liD's point of diversion), but v,_ obviously have a vested interest in water quality at the two
ups'trcamstations as well.

While the goal of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program (Program) is ultimately a 1.48 million tan
reduction in the salt loading of the Colorado River, the lID does not feel that the pace of the current schedule is

adequate to obtain this objective, h fact, based on the anal)sis outlined in this Rev/ew, the 1995 Program
"backlog" involves controls that would reduce Colorado River salinity by more than 418,000 tons. This is in

addition to future contm_ designed to lower the River's salt load by 437,000 tons over the next twenty years.
Thus, according to the Rev/ew, this translates to a n_ for "45,000 tons of new salinity control measures., each
year... (until) 2015." Given the current status and _recentfunding trends of the Program, the lID does not feel
that adequate efforts are being put forth to implement additional salinity control projects. The tables that provide
exeeedance evaluation anal}_es for the three measurement stations in the Rev/ewfurther illustrate this point. The
texn in Appendix C notes that, with only the existing salinity controls in place, "there is a (sic) 18 percent chance

9
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that salinity may go abo_ 1,000 mg/L at Imperial Dam (and)... thc mean of 882 mg/L is above thenmneric
criUma level of 879 mg/L. 77t/s/s becausethere is not currently enoughsalinity control to offs_ water
development."(emphasisadded) 'ny:se figures pmvicle the basis and _ for the liD's rCClU_for an
acceta-died Program implementation schedule. Thc Review also notes that, based on available data, "the
reinsured salinity will not _xcecd the num_c criteria during thc next three yeats". The lid disagn:es with this
caw.lusio_ The Progmn allows for mnlx_rary increases duc to the conviction of additional water devel0pmem

projects provided "appropriate control measures" are plmum_ even if they are not implenmm_ at the time of
dc,,v_m_. How_, the District does not feel that appropriate funding ami/or scheduling currently exists to
imp_ _ _oLs. .

The_ impact oftbe Program's failure to achieve tar_ goals in a timely manner _ sta_. X_
to thc Lower Basin will exceed an estimated $1 billion by 2015 if furt_r salinity control measures an: not

/mpPm. The damages to the HI) and its agricultural cotrmmity are briefly doonnm_ in the Rev/ew, and

arc primarilya resultof lower crop .vidds,incrca_ irrigationmanap=_i costs, and additionaldramge
m_drenm_ as well as increased water use required to mai_in a salt b_!-nce. Also touched upon, and of

even more signifi_ce, are the problems that our irrigation district faces as a result of increasingly strict
rggulato_ restrictions on our drain water quality. As the salinity of our inflow waters increase, we also
experience a subsequent decrease in drain water quality and ultimately a degradation in the waters of the Salton
Scadminagebas_

no recentstudieshavebeenconductedto pinpointthe truemagnitudeof thedamagesn_mltingfrom thc
River's incrgas_ salinity, the use ofdata from previous years (1976-1985) would indicate an annual loss on the
orderof$700million(onen_rdof whichisthoughtto beagricultumlly-ha_). Dueto theageof thisdata,
also appears to be an urgent need to update this information for the 1986 to 1995 _ period in order to
a more accurate and current estimate of the potential economic hnpacts resulting from increased salinity levels.

As noted in this P,e_'ew, f_-ml funding has been reduced in recent years (since 1994). Combit_ with tbe
Program's transition to a basin-wide planning approach, it appears to thc HD that the Program is not only off-
coursc, but Slowing to a pace that will cause in'cvocablc harm and _c damage to the HI), its water users,

and its surrotmdi_ con_mtmities.Thc lid is thankfulthat the ColoradoRiverBasin's hydrologyhasbeen
favorable sin_ the Program has gotten off-uack, but this nan only 'nutigatethe effects of salinity for so long.

It is with great regard to the Forum's past efforts and accomp_ that thc HI) requests thc _ of
planned salinity control projects and the update of the 1988 Bureau of Reclanmfion report analyzing thc estima_
economic/mpaas of Colorado River salinity. We are well a_am of tho funding rcstricfioos and d/fficul_ filat

most public agenc/es are facing in the current economy, and s/ncerely appreciate all of the Forum's ach/_
to th te. It is _, in our consmtm"s best interest to activg;lyp_ and encourage tbe ting:ly attainment of
thcForum'stargetedsalinitygoals. Onceagain,la us thankyou for theopponanityto commentonthe 1996
Review and voice both our support and concern for the -existingProgram.

Sincerely,

I0
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. MWD
:-... .. ! . METROPOLITANWATERD/STRICTOFSOUTHERNCALIFORNIA

August 29,1996

Mr. Jack A. Barnett
Executive Director
Colorado River Basin Salinity

Control Forum
106 West 500 South, Suite 101
Bountiful, Utah 84010

Dear Mr. Barnett:

1996 Review, Water Quality
Standards for Salinity, Colorado River system

we have reviewed the report '1996 Review, Water Quality
Standards for Salinity, Colorado River System' prepared by the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum (Forum). The
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan)
supports the report's conclusion that the Colorado River numeric
criteria need not be revised and its revision of the plan of
implementation to maintain the salinity concentrations at or
below the numeric criteria. We urge the adoption of the 1996
review by each of the Colorado River Basin states. Metropolitan
appreciated the opportunity to review the Forum's 1996 report.

JPM:rbs

cc: Mr. Gerald R. Zimmerman
Executive Director
Colorado River Board of California

770 Fairmont Avenue, Suite 100
Glendale, California 91203-1035

Mr. Walter G. Pettit
Executive Director
State Water Resources Control Board
P. O. Box 100
Sacramento, California 95801

Il



_er_b UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGIONVIII

999 18th STREET - SUITE 500
DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2466

SEP

Ref: 8EPR-EP

Mr. William J. Miller, Chairman
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum
New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission

BataanMemorial Building, Room 101
State Capitol
P.O. Box 25Z02
Santa Fe, NM 87504-5102

Dear Mr. Miller:

We are writing to commend the Forum and the Forum's work
group for their efforts in preparing the 1996 Review of the Water
Quality St,ndards for Salinity - Colorado River. System.

EPA feels that the document is now much clearer with respect
to potential exceedences that may occur as a result of various
hydrologic sequences. This is especially evident in the
information presented in Appendix C. Those who read the Review
will come away with a better understanding of the problems of
salinity in the Colorado River. The Review does a good job of
portraying the fact that salinity control is needed and that the
program is worthwhile. We encourage the Forum to continue
efforts in the future to keep the public fully informed regarding
potential salinity conditions that could arise in the Colorado
River.

We are pleased that our concerns were addressed and look
forward to further progress in lowering the levels of salinity in
the Colorado River in the future.

Sincerely,

Max H. Dodson
Assistant Regional Administrator
Office of Ecosystems Protection

and Remediation

12

PrintedonRecycledPaper



United States Department of the Interio r
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

National Applied Resource Sciences Center
Denver Federal Center. Building 50

IN REPLY

man__ P.O. Box 25047
Denver,Colorado 80225-0047

7240 (RS-140)

'JUL-25 :)996

Mr. Jack Barnett
Executive Director

Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum
106 West 500 South, Suite 101
Bountiful, Utah 84010

Dear Mr. Barnett:

Thank you for your recent letter and copy of the 1996 Review.
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) supports the findings of the
1996 R_view: Water Ouali%y _andards for Salinity. Colorado River

_y_. We concur with the Forum's decision not to revise

established standards for salinity of the Colorado River System.

BLM is committed to doing its part in finding cost-effective
solutions to the salt-loading of the Colorado River, and we want

to continue our salinity partnership with the Basin States, the
Bureau of Reclamation, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture to
reduce salt yield from public lands.

Our participation in the 1996 Review has helped us to better
understand the Basin States' analysis of hydrologic and water-use
changes that have occurred since 1993. Salt-load reduction is an

important water quality objective to which many BLM programs and

partners can contribute. We look forward to working with the
Forum and others to carry out the planned salinity control
measures.

If you have any questions, please call Eric Janes at
(303) 236-0147.

Sincerely,

Lee Barkow, Director

National Applied Resource
Sciences Center

cc: Director 400, MIB, Rm 5650
BOR, UCR, Trueman

USDA, NRCS, Mason

13



N,,..., P.o.Box2o.0 OCT2 9 1996
t_ Depanmeotof Coosefvation Washingtoa,D.C.Agriculture Service 20013

0CT24 1906

Mr. Jack A. B_rnett
Ex_ Director
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum
106 West 500 South, Suite 101
Bountiful, Utah 84010

Dear Mr. Bartlett:

The Natural lhsour_s _on Service (NRC,S) of the Department of
Agric_ture (USDA) is pleased to provide comments on the 1996 Review of the Water
QualitySmsd_ds for Salinity in the Colorado River System.

NRCS hasbeen an active paumerin working with other FederalN_mcies and the
basin States to accomplishthe plan of implementation for the Colorado River Basin in
complying with the establishedwater quality sumd_is ofthe Clean Water Act.

NRCS concurs with the 1996 Review and is ready to continue working with
farmers and nm_ to implement cost-eff_ practices to achieve the goals stated in
the 1996 Review's plan ofimplemem_on.

in April 1996, the Federal Agriculture Improvement Reform Act (the 1996 Act)
combined the functions of sevend USDA conservation progmn_ including the Colorado
River SalinityControl Prognun, into a new pmgnun known as the Environmental Quality
Incentives Program (EQIP).

It is antic/pated that the functions of the Colorado River Salinity Control Program
will continue through the implementation of EQIP.

NRCS looks forward to continuing USDA's relationship with the Forum to
achieve the necessary salinitycontrol efforts in the Colorado River Basin in meeting the
1996Review's establi_od water quality standards.

Sincerely,

Chief

14
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United. States Department of the Interior
)

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Upper C,olotado Regmnal O_cc
125 South State Strect. Room 6107

Salt i.3ke City, Utah 84138-1102

IN REPLY REFER TO.

UC-228
RES-9.00 SEPZ 6 1996

Mr. Jack Barnett
Executive Director, FORUM
106 West 500 South, Suite 101
Bountiful UT 84010

Subject: 1996 Review, Water Quality Standards for Salinity (Salinity)

Dear Mr. Barnett:

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the 1996 Review, Water Quality
Standards for Salinity, Colorado River System. As you know, the Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) is responsible for coordinating salinity control activities
within the Department of the Interior, the Department of Agriculture, and other Federal
and State agencies. In that capacity, Reclamation has cooperated with the Colorado
River Salinity Control Forum (Forum) in providing various data and analyses found in
the 1996 review.

Reclamation believes that the Forum's basinwide approach to controlling salt loading is
the most logical and workable means of maintaining salinity levels in the lower
Colorado River Basin at or below the established numeric criteria while water resources
development continues throughout the basin.

Reclamation appreciates having had the opportunity to work with the Forum in this
endeavor and looks forward to continuing in this capacity in the future.

Sincerely,

David Trueman
Salinity Program Manager
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Statement of

D. Larry Anderson

to

The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum

My name is Larry Anderson, and I am the Director of the Utah Division of
Water Resources and Interstate Streams Commissioner for Utah. I also represent
Utah as a member of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum and have
served as chair of the Forum in the past.

The State of Utah, through the Divisions of Water Resources and Water
Quality supports the efforts of the forum and has actively provided technical
assistance to this worthy effort. Landowner interest and participation in the salinity
control activities in the Colorado River Basin portion of Utah has been outstanding.
Utah looksforwardto the continuationof this importantwork in improvingwater
quality for water users in Utah as well as downstream users. As tangl'ble evidence of
Utah's support, the Utah Board of Water Resources has provided funding to meet
non-federal portions of some of the salinity control efforts and intends to continue
this practice.

Utah has examined the "1996 REVIEW - WATER QUALITY
STANDARDS FOR SALINITY COLORADO RIVER SYSTEM" and concurs that

there is no need to modify the standards at this time. Utah also supports the plan of
implementation and urges the United States Congress to provide sufficient funds to
proceed with the plan of implementation in order to meet the treaty water quality
obligations of the United States to Mexico on the Colorado River as well as the
water quality objectives of the Clean Water Act. These obligations are federal in
nature and Utah would like to remind Congress and the federal agencies of their
responsibility to provide the resources necessary to meed these obligations.
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RESOLUTION
of the

UTAH BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
on the

WATER QUALITY STANDAKD_; REVIEW
of the

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL FORUM

WltgREAS, the triennial review of water quality standards for the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program has been prepared by the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum distributed for public review and
comment; and

WRERF_.AS, issues of water quality in the Colorado River basin in Utah
are very important to the State of Utah; and

WltEREAS, the Forum finds the current water quality standards to be
sufficient to meet the goals of the Salinity Contol Act and recommends no changes
to the standards; and

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Water
Resources supports the findings of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Forum in the "1996 REVIEW WATERQUALITY.STANDARDSFOR SALINITY.
COLORADORIVER SYSTF_d_'and encourages the United States Congress to
fund the Salinity Control programs at levels sufficient to maintain the standards
and meet the numeric criteria as set forth in the plan of implementation in the
report.

Resolution passed unanimously by the Board of Water Resources on
September 20, 1996.

I_ La_ A-nde/son. Director- '-'"_-_-Attest:

r, Admin. Secretary

17



CORRF_,CHO_
E

The Forum, having adopted the 1996 Review in June of 1996, now finds that with the
publication of a supplemental report in October of 1996, there is ..oppor_uni..'ty to identify any

thecorrections that Forum has d_em_ed need to be made to the originally adopted report.

The first change to the report is not really a con'ecfion to the report but is more
appropriately identified ns an upda_. On Page 1-5, Table 1-1, and again on Page 64, Table
6-I of the 1996 Review, it is identified that in FY 96 the Depamnent of Agriculture (USDA)
had available for expenditure for the salinity control program $2,681,000. That is the amount
of money__that was appropriated by the C0ngress under the line-item authorized by amendments
to the Silinity contm_l Act in 198/1. In 1996, the Congress passed and the President silgn..edthe
Federal Agriculture improvement and Reform Act (1996 Farm Bill). There are pro vasions in
the 1996 Farm Bill for the creation of a new.._ which has been titled the Environmental
Quty.In . rives tQU,), cons=v i proz! .,s to be
opemteo unaer one aumofiznfion, incmding me Department of Agriculture s pffrtion of the
salinity control program. There is to be appropriated each year, starting in FY 97, $200 million
for the EQIP pwgram. However, in an effort to get the new EQIP pmgrmn started before FY
97, interim funding was made available to the administrators in the Depamnent of Agriculture
and there was allocated additional funds to the salinity control pmgram. There was spent during
the summer of 1996, subsequent to the publishing of the 1996 Review by the Forum, an
additional $3,569,000 for on-farm salinity control measures in the State of Colorado, $2,225,000
in the State of Utah, and $686,000 in the State of Wyoming. The total EQIP appropriation and

.p.ditre forthe.sa.'ty.eon l in?V 96wasS6,480,000.Thatcombinedwiththe
_z,o_l,uw appmprmu_ unaer me original authorization provides for a total expenditure for the
USDA component of the program of $9,161,000 in FY 96, and that number would be a more
appropriate number to consider when reviewing Table 1-1 on Page 1-5 and also when reviewing
Table 6-1 on Page 6-4.

"130For sev.eral years, _e Congress. has identified in their appropriation measures that,t_o is to be spent spec!fi .c_ll.y on salinity control efforts. It hasbeen kn.own, however, that
through several pro .._'a_, funding has allowed for land. nmnage_t practices that reduce salt

loa_ddmg fr?m the,public lands manag_ by BLM. Quantification of _ effort has been difficultan long in .conung. Subsequent to the p_tion of the 1996 Review, BLM has estimated
that, .m addition to the $800,000 spent, in 199__5$3.,620,000 has been slxmt on salinity controlling
practices m slx states by BLM, and that effort has controlled about 15,000 Ions of salt from
nonpo,int sources: Although these numbers are from early estimates and subject to change, it
is oeuev,e(l that mey more, correctly reflect the magnitude of BLM's current efforts in salinity
control man aoes me numoer in Table 1-1 on Page 1-5 and Table 6-1 on Page 64 in the 1996
Review.

..... In. _e form of an..ul?date, ..thereader is referred to page 1-5 and Table 1-1 wherein it is
_aenuneo mat $8,205,.000 is available for Reclamation to spend in FY 96. Of that amount,
$500,000 ..was,appropriatedby the Congress to be spent under a newly authorized basin-wide
pw_ar_ wl.m me_e of P.L. 104-20. Th.at new program is briefly described on Page 3-4
ot me Kevlew. _uosequent to the June adoption of the 1996 Review, Reclamation awarded to
the Hammond Conservancy District a contract for the full $5130,000 to line canals and reduce
salt load to the river at a very cost effective rate, estimated to be about $15 annually per ton ofsalt.

The following typographical or grammatical errors have been noted in the 1996 Review.
Water Ouality Standards For Salinity_. Colorado River Sys_m. June 199ti. They are as follows:

Page 2-3: On Figure 2-1, in the upper left-hand corner, monitoring stations are identified
and the fifth monitoring station listed should be changed from 'Whiter" to "White'.
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Page 2-9: Above Figure 2-5, the rifle should read "Historic Flow-Adjusted Salinity at
: Parker".

Page 2-9: Foomote 12, "No. 1 through 17" should read 'Nos. 1 through 17".

Page 3-2: In the first line of the last paragraph, the number '303 _°' should be changed
to "303(c)".

Page 3-6: In the last full paragraph on the fifth line, the word "to-date" should be
changed to "to date'.

Page 4-2: The top subtotal in Table 4-1 should be changed from "375,480" to
"375,500".

· P'ag: 4-9: In the third Intagraph on the fifth line, the word "a" should be inserted
betweenthe word "be" and the _,ord "_gnificant".

Page 4-11: In the fourth full paragraph on the sixth line, the last word of the line should
be changed from "cause" to "causes'.

Page 4-11: In the first line of the fifth paragraph, the word 'Flathead" should be
changed to "Flat Top".

Page 5-11: In the last line of the fourth paragraph, the words "implements" should be
changed to the word "implement".
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